WERG

EASTERN RESEARCH GROUP, INC.

VEMORANDUM

TO Bill Maxwell, U S. Environnmental Protection Agency,
QAQPS (MD-13)

FROM Mary Lal l ey, ERG RTP

DATE: July 3, 1997

SUBJECT: Final Summary of June 19, 1997 Meeting of the ICCR
Process Heater Wrk G oup

1.0 PURPOSE

The purpose of the neeting was to allow neeting attendees to
di scuss various activities of the I CCR Process Heater Wrk G oup.
Topi cs of discussion included database revi ew, approaches for
addressi ng various categories of process heaters, a presentation
to the Coordinating Commttee, conputer issues, neeting
facilitation, the role of the Coordinating Commttee, and future
nmeet i ngs.

2.0 LOCATI ON AND DATE
The neeting was held on June 19, 1997 at the headquarters of
the American PetroleumiInstitute (APlI) in Washington, D.C

3.0 MEETI NG ATTENDEES

Meeting attendees include representatives of the OAQPS
Em ssion Standards Division and trade associations. A conplete
list of attendees (wth their affiliation) is included as
attachnent 1.
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4.0 SUMVARY OF DI SCUSSI ON

Meeting di scussion generally followed the agenda provi ded as

attachnment 2. Discussions are summarized in the foll ow ng

sections:
4.1 Results of Inventory Database Review
4.2 Overall Approach
4.3 Direct-Fired Process Heaters Wthout Process Em ssions
4.4 Non-CGas-Fired Process Heaters
4.5 Gain Drying
4.6 Presentation at July Coordinating Conmttee
4.7 Conputer |ssues
4.8 Need for Professional Facilitation
4.9 Relationship Between Wrk G oups and Coordi nating

Conmittee

4.1 Results of Inventory Database Revi ew

John Qgl e reported on progress nmade by the chem cal

manufacturing industry in review ng the inventory database. M.

gl e summari zed the general findings of the review

facility nanmes are not available for many entries; for sone,
it is possible to determne the facility name, for others,
it is difficult

conbustion device description are not available for
approximately one-third to one-half of the entries

there are a few boilers and incinerators in the process
heat er dat abase

there are many direct-fired process heaters in the database
Lee Glner reported on the progress of the petrol eum

refining industry in review ng the inventory database. M.

G lnmer reported that, while they have not conpleted sorting out

units for their industry, they have concluded the foll ow ng:

there are many boilers in the process heater database
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. there are many dryers in the process heater database
. there are approxinmately 6,000 process heaters and 250
facilities in the database for the petroleumrefining

i ndustry (SIC 29)

John gle offered to sort the database for other industry
group representatives and mail themthe results of a query for
their assigned source classification codes (SCC)

During the discussion of database review, it was suggested
that indirect-fired units be separated fromdirect-fired units.
John gl e pointed out that this will be useful when the database
is used to determ ne control devices in use. The Wrk G oup
agreed to determ ne whether units are direct- or indirect-fired
during the database review. A field for indicating indirect or
direct will be added to the database.

The Wrk G oup agreed that, generally, ovens, kilns, dryers,
and roasters wll be considered to be direct-fired. Roy Carwle
provi ded that "annealing", "honogenizing", and "nornmalizing"
generally refer to indirect-fired process heaters in the al um num
industry. M. Carwile added that "furnace" is a generic term
that cannot be used to determne if the unit is direct- or
indirect-fired. Susan Fry indicated that a puffer would nost
likely be indirect-fired.

The Work G oup discussed the schedule for conpleting review
of the inventory database. Wrk G oup nenbers agreed to conplete
prelimnary review of the inventory database by the July 24
meet i ng.

During di scussion of database review, several question were
asked regarding the |l evel of certainty required for suggesting
revisions. Bill Maxwell suggested that if an individual is
unsure of a revision or whether a process heater is indirect- or
direct-fired, he should ask the group’s opinion.
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4.2 Overall Approach
Bill Maxwell presented a process flow di agram depicting a

suggest ed approach for addressing process heaters. The Wrk

G oup suggested revisions to the diagram The revised diagramis
i ncluded as attachnment 3. Roy Carwile suggested that a decision
step shoul d be added for gas-fired direct process heaters. The
step would ask if the process being heated contributes to

em ssions. |f not, the heater nmay be addressed in a manner
simlar to gas-fired indirect process heaters.

Several Wrk G oup nenbers agreed that representatives from
additional industries, such as |arge appliance and gl ass
manufacturing, wll be needed when process heaters on the right
side of the flow diagram (direct-fired) are addressed.

4.3 Direct-Fired Process Heaters Wt hout Process Enissions

Bruno Ferraro pointed out that not all direct-fired process
heaters have process-related em ssions. M. Ferraro gave the
exanpl e of baking ovens wth em ssions due solely to the
conmbustion of fuel. Roy Carwile agreed that there are many
direct-fired heaters with little or no em ssions due to the
process being heated. M. Carw |l e suggested that such process
heaters could be addressed in the sane manner as indirect-fired
process heaters. M. Carw | e added that such heaters may be
difficult toidentify. Bill Maxwell stated that the prelimnary
finding regarding gas-fired indirect process heaters may be
expanded at a later date to include gas-fired direct heaters with
no process-rel ated em ssions.

Roy Carwi | e cautioned agai nst assum ng that there are no
process-rel ated em ssions for certain direct-fired process
heaters. M. Carwile explained that setting emssion limts
based on fuel conbustion alone may result in restricted operation
if in fact the process does contribute to em ssions. John Ogle
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suggested that the Work Group continue to address indirect- and
direct-fired units separately to maintain the |ogic that has been
devel oped to support Wirk G oup recommendati ons.

4.4_Non-Gas-Fired Process Heaters
Bill Maxwel| expressed a concern that indirect process

heaters fired by materials other than gas may not be well
represented in the ICCR inventory database. M. Mxwell| asked
the Work Group for other sources of data on non-gas-fired
i ndirect process heaters. Jim Seebold suggested conpari ng
em ssion data for non-gas conbustion, if available, to em ssion
data for gas conmbustion. M. Seebold provided that EPRI reports
are available for No. 6 fuel oil and pulverized coal. John Qgle
asked if data will be provided through the I CCR Conbustion Unit
Survey. M. Maxwell replied that while some data on non-gas-
fired units may be provided, it was difficult to identify owners
of non-gas-fired process heaters when sel ecting survey
recipients. Survey recipients were sel ected based on SCCs and
SCCs for process heaters do not include an indication of whether
non-fossil fuels are being burned. Roy Carwile stated that few
waste-fired units are likely to be indirect-fired, with the
possi bl e exception of units that fire waste oil. M. Carwle
added that process heaters that fire waste are nost likely to be
| ocated at facilities that create an anount of waste sufficient
enough to be used as a fuel. M. Carwile stated that the
chem cal, agricultural, and forest products industries are the
industries nost likely to burn materials other than gas. John
(gl e pointed out process gases not simlar to natural gas are
al so of interest.

Lee G I ner suggested the follow ng steps for identifying
data needs for non-gas conbusti on:
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. identify entries in the database with SCCs for non-gas
conbusti on

. fromthe identified entries, separate indirect- and direct-
fired units

. determ ne the non-gas indirect process heaters that are
represented in the database

. determ ne the non-gas indirect process heaters that are not
in the database

. devel op a plan for obtaining data on the process heaters not
in the database
Several Work Group nenbers agreed that it is |likely that

units in the database for which it is indicated that nultiple

fuels are burned do not burn all of the fuels listed. The fuels

have been included in operating permts to provided operational

flexibility. Wrk Goup nmenbers stressed that it is inportant to

consider this when using information fromthe database.

4.5 Gain Elevators
Tom O Connor provided information regarding the grain drying

process. M. O Connor explained that, at harvest, grain is
approximately 20 percent water. Approximately 80 percent of
grain harvested is brought to grain elevators. Gain brought to
elevators is dried in a direct-fired dryer fuel ed by natural gas
or propane. To M. O Connor’s know edge, no grain dryer is
designed to control HAP em ssions. M. O Connor addressed
concerns regardi ng pesticides and herbicides on the grain that
may be released into the atnosphere during drying. M. O Connor
expl ained that treatments applied in the field would not be on
the dried material. Corn and soybeans grow i n husks and pods,
whi ch are renoved before drying. Weat is not dried. M.

O Connor added that if pesticides are applied at grain elevators,
they are applied after the grain is dried.
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M. O Connor stated that there is no logical reason to
believe that grain dryers are nmajor sources of HAPs. M.

O Connor asked the Work Group for guidance on the type of
information required to show that grain elevators should not be a
primary focus of the | CCR

Ji m Seebol d suggested that HAP emi ssion test data froma
grain dryers may be hel pful. M. O Connor explained that grain
dryers have not been tested for HAP em ssions because there is no
reason to believe that HAPs are emtted fromthem Lee G| ner
specul ated that representative of environnental groups woul d
di sagree with not focusing on grain dryers unless HAP test data
are provided. John gl e suggested that grain dryers woul d not
have to be tested if it could be shown that there are no HAP
control devices in place for grain dryers. Jim Seebold added
that it will also be necessary to show that existing contro
devi ces do not effect HAP em ssions.

Bruno Ferraro suggested that the industry build a case
supporting the beliefs that only products of conbustion are
emtted fromgrain drying and that no HAP control devices are
currently in use. Bill Maxwell suggested that the case then be
reviewed by the Process Heater Work G oup, presented to the
Coordinating Commttee and forwarded to the EPA

M. O Connor indicated that he is wlling to provide
additional information to the Wirk G oup.

Bill Maxwel |l provided that the Conbustion Turbine Wrk G oup
presented a simlar issue the Coordinating Commttee. The
Conmbustion Turbi ne Wrk G oup expressed a concern regarding the
costs and benefits of testing em ssions fromunits for which no
HAP control devices are currently in use.

M. Maxwel | provided additional clarification regarding the
MACT process. He explained that emssion |imts can be devel oped
for sources for which the MACT floor is determned to be no
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control and the EPA can decide to require control nore stringent
than the floor. Additionally, it is within the scope of the ICCR
to consider area as well as mmjor sources.

4.6 Presentation to Coordinating Committee

Lee Gl ner requested that the Process Heater Wrk G oup nmake
a presentation at the July neeting of the Coordinating Commttee
on gas-fired process heaters and boilers. The presentation wll
be simlar to the presentations given to the Process Heater,
Boi | er and Conbustion Turbine Wrk G oups. Handouts for this
presentation are available on the TTN (The file is called
"gaspres.pdf” and is located in the neeting m nutes sections of
the Process Heater, Boiler or Gas Turbine Wrk Goup bulletin
boards.) In response to questions fromthe Wrk G oup, M.
G I mer provided that the presentation was well received by the
Boiler Work Group while the Conmbustion Turbine Wrk G oup was
general ly unsure of how they are affected by the data presented.
M. Glnmer stated that additional data show ng rel ationships
bet ween HAP and criteria pollutant em ssions have been added to
the presentation. The Wrk G oup supported nmaking the
presentation at the Coordinating Commttee neeting.

M. Glnmer also informed the Work Group that APl is
devel oping a "white paper"” that will provide additional test data
to support the presentation. The white paper may be available in
time for the July Coordinating Commttee neeting. M. G| ner
stated that a draft of the paper will be available the first week
of July and will be sent to Wirk Group nenbers for review

4.7 Conputer |ssues
Bill Maxwell inforned the Wrk G oup that EPA has sel ected
Wrd Perfect 6.1 as their standard word processing program M.

Maxwel | i ndicated that docunments will be posted on the TTN in
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Wrd Perfect 6.1. M. Maxwell added that EPA is considering
posting docunents to the TTN in Adobe Acrobat and expl ai ned t hat
docunents in Acrobat will be read-only. Lee G| ner added that the
docunents are read-only if the Adobe Acrobat Reader is used to
view the docunent; if the conplete Adobe software is used, the
docunent can be mani pul ated. The majority of Wrk G oup nenbers
indicated that they are able to work with Word Perfect 6.1 files.
M. Maxwel | stated that he will continue to send electronic files
to Work Group nenbers in both Word and Whrd Perfect.

4.8 Need For Professional Facilitation

Bill Maxwel|l asked the Work Group if they believe a
professional facilitator is needed to assist in conducting
meetings. M. Maxwell added that while the Process Heater Wrk
G oup has been able to conduct neetings without a facilitator, he

is concerned that as the group increases in size and issues
becone nore contentious, a facilitator may be needed. Bruno
Ferraro expressed a concern regarding the additional cost

i nvol ved. John gl e suggested that a facilitator may hel p keep
di scussion focussed and allow the group to be nore productive.
M. Ogle suggested neeting with a facilitator present and then
deciding if one should be used at all or sone of the neetings.
Lee G| nmer expressed the concern that, unlike the other Wrk

G oups, the Process Heater Wirk Group has not had a facilitator
fromthe beginning and a facilitator would need to be brought up
to speed on issues and activities of the Work G oup. Bruno
Ferraro suggested that, if the Wirk Group determ nes that a
facilitator is needed, Mary Lalley, who has been attending the
meetings in order to record them could serve as a facilitator
Sonmeone el se could attend neetings to take notes. The Wirk G oup
agreed with this suggestion.
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4.9 Relationship Between Wrk G oups and Coordi nating Committee

Several Wrk G oup nenbers stated that they are concerned or
uncl ear regarding the role of the Coordinating Conmttee. Lee
G lnmer stated that he understood that Wirk Groups were to provide
recommendati ons, which could consist of a mgjority and mnority
opinion, to the Coordinating Commttee who would then provide the
recommendations to EPA. M. Glner stated that he has the
i npression that nenbers of the Coordinating Conmttee believe
that they may accept or reject recommendations fromthe Wrk
G oups. M. GIlner suggested that if this is the case, and the
Work Groups are not enpowered to nake reconmmendations to EPA, it
may not be worth the tinme and effort of Woirk G oup nenbers to
participate. Bruno Ferraro added that he believes it is
acceptable for the Coordinating Conmttee to provide gui dance but
unacceptable for the Coordinating Commttee to reject a
recommendation. John Ogle agreed that the commttee should be a
coordinating commttee not a ruling body, but pointed out that
many Wbrk G oups are asking for Coordinating Commttee approval.

M. Glnmer also expressed a concern regardi ng the anount of
time the Coordinating Commttee requires to devel op gui dance for
the Work Groups. Jim Seebold added that the Coordinating
Comm ttee does not provide endorsenent in a tinmely manner and
appear to spend the an excessive anpunt of tinme discussing |ess
i nportant issues.

Bill Maxwel|l explained that the Coordinating Commttee is
supposed to nmake consensus reconmendations to EPA that are
coordi nated between the Wrk G oups. M. Muxwell added that
there are procedures for the Coordinating Commttee to followin
the event that consensus can not be reached. M. Mxwell stated
that he would inform Fred Porter of the Work Group’s concerns.

5.0 ACTI ON | TEMS
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6.0

Wrk Goup nenbers will conplete prelimnary review of the
process heater section of version 2.0 of the ICCR inventory
dat abase by the July 24 neeting.

Bill Maxwell will find out when the other |ICCR source work
groups will conplete prelimnary review of their sections of
t he dat abase.

ERG wi |l sort process heaters in the database by fuel type
and post to the TTN.

Bill Maxwell will revise the process flow di agram depi cting
the Process Heater Wrk G oup’s proposed approach and post
it to the TTN.

NEXT MEETI NGS

A conference call is scheduled for July 11 at 1:00 eastern
time. Topics of discussion include API’s white paper on gas
conbustion, the July 24 neeting agenda, and the status
report.

A nmeeting is scheduled for July 24 in Long Beach , CA
foll owi ng the Coordinating Commttee neeting.

Addi tional neetings are scheduled for Septenber 18 in
Dur ham NC and Novenber 20 in Houston, TX

These minutesrepresent an accur ate description of matters discussed and conclusions

reached and include a copy of all reportsreceived, issued, or approved at the June 19, 1997,

meeting of the Process Heater Work Group. Bill Maxwell, EPA.
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Attachment 1

VEETI NG ATTENDEES

Meeting Attendees

David Ailor, National G| seed Processors Association
Roy Carwi | e, Al um num Conpany of Anmerica
Chuck Feerick, Exxon Conpany, USA
Bruno Ferraro, Grove Scientific Conpany
Susan Fry, National Food Processors Association
Lee Gl ner, Texaco, Inc.
Mary Lall ey, Eastern Research G oup
Bill Maxwell, EPA, Ofice of Air Quality Pl anning
and St andards
D ane McConkey, EPA, Ofice of General Counsel
Tom O Connor, National G ain and Feed Associ ation
John gl e, Dow Chem cal Conpany
Lawence Owell, Georgia-Pacific Corporation (by phone)
Janet Peargin, Chevron Corporation (by phone)
Robert Reeves, Institute of Shortenings and Edible Qs
Ji m Seebol d, Chevron Research and Technol ogy Conpany
Dave Smth, Central Soya Conpany, |nc.
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Attachment 2
VEETI NG AGENDA

Process Heaters Source Work Group Meeting
Thursday, June 19, 1997
8:30 am. - 3:30 p.m.
Room 907, American Petroleum Institute
1220 L Street, NW, Washington, D.C.

Call-in number 703-736-7274 (ask for API call moderated by Lee Gilmer or Bill Maxwell)

Wh

8:30- 8:45

8:45 - 10:15

10:15 - 10:30

10:30 - 11:30

11:30 - 12:30

12:30- 1:30

1:30- 2:30

2:30- 3:00

3:00- 3:15

What Who Outcome

Open Bill Maxwell

Discussion of All Work group members go through evaluations
inventory database of database performed by individuals on their
changes subsections following guidance given by CC
Break

Continuationof  All

database

discussion

Lunch

Non-gaseous All Work group discuss how to best acquire
process heaters information on non-gaseous fueled process
and other heaters and process heaters in industries not
industries’ process represented on WG

heaters

July CC meeting-- LeeGilmer Work group discuss any items for presentation
do we have to CC at July meeting (e.g., PERF)
anything?

Computer stuff Bill Maxwell Work group provide input on software they
can and can not use for feed back to EPA and
TTN

Discussion of Bill Maxwdll
need for

professional

facilitation
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3:15- 3:30 Agendafor Next Bill Maxwell Work group discuss potential items for next
Meeting; Next WG meeting, dates of next meeting(s), etc.
Steps

3:30 Adjourn
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Attachment 3

Fl ow Di agram For Process Heater Wrk G oup Approach
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